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A recent paper by Findley et al. (2016) in Comparative Political Studies suggests that the removal of results
from a paper may decrease publication bias. However, in the biomedical sciences, a paper without results
is not interpretable; therefore, such a solution is not viable for addressing the reproducibility crisis.
Instead, Findley et al.’s proposal should form a pre-submission step that enables colleagues and peers to
evaluate a paper's experimental design and protocol prior to submission to a journal for regular peer
review. Introducing a new, data-free model for peer review would only dilute the efﬁcacy of current
models and weaken efforts to improve existing publication practices.
Copyright © 2016, Far Eastern Federal University, Kangnam University, Dalian University of Technology,
Kokushikan University. Production and hosting by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC
BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).Findley et al. (2016) indicate that “publication bias, which can
emerge as a result of a peer-review process that privileges the
signiﬁcance of results over their theoretical contribution, research
design, quality of the data and analysis, and even the importance of
the motivating research question.” In an attempt to reduce this bias
and address the reproducibility crisis (Teixeira da Silva, 2016), an
experimental publishing trial with a results-free peer review was
conducted by Findley et al. (2016) argue that publication bias in a
single article or across a cluster of articles may negatively inﬂuence
a ﬁeld of study. However, they provide no hard evidence that aca-
demic editors and peer reviewers separate results from method-
ology to focus exclusively on positive results when they determine
which papers are worthy of publication. Thus, the study's
assumption - that the majority of editors of biomedical science
journals focus on positive results and are thus biased - is not sup-
ported by any evidence. The Findley et al. (2016) study is therefore,
at base, ﬂawed.
In their faulty solution, which they suggest can reduce or
remove bias from science publishing, Findley et al. argue that au-
thors should expunge their data and results from papers before
submission to journals, thereby forcing reviewers and editors to
focus exclusively on theory and research design. Here, too, their
assumption is that in traditional peer review, academics in a givenFederal University, Kangnam
an University.
ersity, Kangnam University, Dalian
C-ND license (http://creativecommﬁeld of study do not consider a paper's theory or research design.
Using this second ﬂawed rationale, Findley et al. further state that
“If they found that the theoretical contributionwas justiﬁably large
and the design an appropriate test of the theoretical logic, then
reviewers could recommend publication regardless of the ﬁnal
outcome of the research.” It appears that data ﬁshing e that is,
seeking publishable positive results e is a problem in the social
sciences. However, in the biomedical sciences, with the exception
of perhaps a purely theoretical study, submitting a study without
results would be akin to conducting an autopsy on an empty body
or looking for a needle in a haystack when, a priori, it is known that
there is no needle.
The question thus remains: why should results be removed or
retained? Findley et al. suggest a way to improve the theoretical
basis of the null hypothesis before data collection. However, their
logic is ﬂawed because in the papers they reviewed, the authors
had already collected and analysed the data; they simply did not
present them for peer review in the study's special issue of
results-free papers. Thus, even if the submitted papers' method-
ology were correct, the data might still have been ﬂawed. In such
cases, reviewers would have wasted their time focusing on
methodology. This observation conﬁrms that a study must be
evaluated as a whole, including its theory, methodology, results
and discussion.
There is no doubt that different forms of publication bias exist in
the biomedical sciences. Likewise, impressive data-sets (i.e., the
results) are likely to be more attractive to a journal than a bland
paper. However, “sexy” results are not intrinsically problematic ifUniversity of Technology, Kokushikan University. Production and hosting by Elsevier
ons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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There are some specialised venues for reporting negative results
(Teixeira da Silva, 2015a), and more and more supplementary data
ﬁles allow for adding negative results. However, such ﬁles also carry
risks (Teixeira da Silva and Dobranszki, 2015a), and open access
publishing does not typically impose limits onmanuscript size. As a
result, positive results can be presented alongside negative ones,
even if as an appendix. Findley et al. (2016) thus exhibit not a so-
lution to bias but a bias against positive results. In essence, Findley
et al. tried to ensure theoretical robustness and solid experimental
design prior to data analysis, but they failed due to their ﬂawed
approach. It is only possible for a team of scientists to achieve these
goals before they begin an experiment, by sharing ideas and
requesting the opinions of other scientists. Such a process might
even involve a round-table meeting with a statistician and faculty
to tackle ﬂaws in experimental design. Once the team has written
up a paper, including its results, a group of peers could analyse it
prior to submission to a journal in a pre-publication peer review. If
these two steps are followed, there will be little reason to place
blind faith in the neutrality of editors and peer reviewers during
traditional peer review (Teixeira da Silva and Dobranszki, 2015b).
True academic peer review at a reputable journal will include a
critical assessment of a paper's introduction and discussion in the
context of the literature surrounding the study's theoretical as-
pects, the soundness of its methodology, and the validity of results
based on the proposed experimental design.
Therefore, a results-free submission to a journal will have no
tangible, positive effect in removing publication bias. To fortify the
validity of peer review, a four-step process is necessary: 1) pre-
submission peer review; 2) traditional peer review, preferably us-
ing an open or double-blind system (Moylan et al., 2014); 3) post-
publication peer review (Teixeira da Silva, 2015b) that allows a
paper to remain “live” (i.e., editable); and 4) reporting of negative
results in a supplementary ﬁle. In summarising the potential for
results-free peer review, Findley et al. state: “In short, reviewers
assessed whether a theory was innovative, whether empirical testswere appropriate, and whether there were any obvious ﬂaws in the
design. If a research plan overcame all of these hurdles, it would be
preaccepted for publication. As long as the researchers adhered to
their plan, their work would be published regardless of the p values
on their key causal variables.” However, this outcome can easily be
achieved in Step 1, discussed above, and does not require a “results-
free” submission to a journal.
Curiously, this criticism of the Findley et al. (2016) paper was
submitted to Comparative Political Studies and was rejected for the
following reason: “we don't publish research notes or “commen-
taries” on published papers.” In other words, astonishingly, this
journal does not allow any mechanism for the critique of its pub-
lished papers.Disclaimer and conﬂicts of interest
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